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. , o . THE TEACHER OF READING . | -\ A

A Review of Related Research

Ld

Any explication of the\essential components of an effective R :
reading program will lihely idclude a discussion.of the teacher's role.
Research findings. have made it abundantly clear that the single most |
g S important element *of ‘an effective reading program is the- regular class-

'room teacher. Many other factors are important, of course, but these .
researdh findings suggest pupil success or failure ‘is most_ direcfly ' &

]

related to the "teagher var able in_the teaching of reading. ) @

© M L3

One of .the best kn research efforts related to the teaching .

of reading is the Coopera ve Research Program in First Grade Reading

: individual studiés;cat ied on in various parts of the United States. The .

the linguistic, bagal, language experience, and i.t.a., were evaluated in -

j ‘that child}en,seem to learn to read'by a variety of materials and methods.
- v The autho#s stated ". . . no one approach is 50 distinctively better in all

. ’ '~situations an‘g respects than thu others that it should be considered the

~

o
o
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The message was clear: §Improved reading achievement is not a function

solely of approach or mechod. The authors, continue?

Future research mighc well center on teaching and learning

situation characteriscics . .‘; . The Cremendous range among
classrooms’wichin any mechod‘poinﬁg'ouc the imporrance,of K '
elements in che‘le;rning situatiion over and above the methods ‘
employed. To inprove reading mstructwn, '«z;t 18 nece: 8axl'y to

. train better teachem of reading rather than to expe t a

" , panacea in the for'm of materials. (p. 11)

.

Similar statements have been ma&e by others. Ramsey (1962) in
an eveiuacion of three grouping procedures for teaching reading, concluded,
"The ching chac the study probably illustrates mosc clearly ig that the
influence of . the teacher is greater chan that of a particular method, a

certain varilety of.macerials, or a specific plan of organization. Given a -
“ . [ R

#

good teacher, other factors in tedching reading tend to pale to insignificance.”

Harris and Morrison (1969) witerated ‘this conclusion. These auchers
reported a chreﬁﬁyear study of two- approaches to ceaching reading, basal
reader vs. language experience. They found, as diﬁ Bond and Dykstra, that
differences in mean rending{scoree within each method were much larger than
differences neCWecn methods and approaches;
The results of tke study nave indicated that the teacher
' \ is fnr mpre importanc chan-che method. : Clearly prqcedures .

such as smallejg’:lasses and ‘provision of auxiliar; personnel

. % . = .
may continue to give disappointing results if teaching skills

o L

©
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. much subsequent research as the sections entitked, "Teacher Preparation and

:(Weinttaub et. aZ., 1973 1974) attest. The teacher variable has been

L

are not lmproved. It is recommended, thereforeé that
in-service workshops and expert consultive help be
provided for all teachers and especially for those with

minimal experience;$339).
- These studies have helped to establish the importance of the;

-teacher variable in the teaching of<reading. They have, in faect, stimulated_

Practice" in the Annual Summaries of Investigations Relating to Reading

studied from a number of perspectives and ‘always in the hope of finding

and identifying the one variable which makes, or seems to make, the

qualitative difference. Some examples of the dimensions of this. variable\

most recently studied include the following: training"%Roeder, Beal and - L
Eller, 1973; Ahern.and White, 1974 Garry, 1974), beiiefs (Mates; 1974),). |
felt needs éggtherford and Weaver, 1975"Yarington and Kotler,fi973),v

problems encountered in teaching reading (Lichtman, 1973), as well as

information processing differences among teachers (Lpng and Henderson, 1974) .
;b 7’

In spite of the fact that the reading profession has been fair y

v

certain about.the importance of the tes¥#her variable and its relatio hip

>

to pupil achievement in reading for roughly the past decade - = 1its

Y

importance was suspected long before that - - very little insignt Has been .

gained into the variaple. After reviewing the research on the teacher

©

variable, it is cerfainly possible to agree with Jackson.(1966) who wrote: o

.« « « Almgst all of the noble crusades that have set out in

search/éf the best teacher and th&best method,. . . have returned
. | '

.
- _ Lo

t&jhﬁnded. The few discove%ies'to date . . . are pitifully ‘ o

et
-
¢
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.small in proportion to thelr cost in time and energy. For
example, the few drops of knowledge that can be squeezed out
of a half—centry of research on the personality characteristics

of good teachers are so low in intellectual food value that

’ it is almost embarraSsing to discuss them . . (p. 9).

Part of the reason for this disagﬁpintment may be that the teacher variable, B

N

although well established as being i\\ofhant has seldom been studied
directly. In fact if the research which establishes the importance of
the teacher variable is closely examined (B0nd and Dykstra, 1967 Ramsey,
1962; Harris and Morrison, 1969), one finds that none of“these researchers

.

were actually studying the teacher variable directly. Thei&\identification

of the variable apparently rests largely on their inability to find

significance among and between the variables they were actually studying.
. " 4 \
Recently Singer (1974) has suggested,.rrom his analysis of low-

achieving .and high-achieving schools, that we modify the hypothesis that

_it's the teacher who makes the difference. "The m?re adequate hypothesis,"

he states, “is'that‘to the degree’that the faculty, including the principal,
is trained, committed‘to, and implements any‘valﬁd system of reading
instruction now available, will there be a cumulative and significant
difference in reading achievement.'" ,Although Singer doesn' e title his .
hypothesis, we interpret him as recommending that internal program thrust

and consistency be studiéd. &; . _ Lo

. Another suggestion for modifying the hypothesis has been made by

[y

" Harste and Burke (1975). They propose that the key component of the teacher .
- 1

\ . . .
variable is the teacher's theoretical orientation. They operationally

deffﬁe this component as a particular knowledge and' belief system about

B A

.< 6




L

. T
£

P
. E
wesn T
=
-

. L. . . L . T
. . : ';i e - 8 B T

b - . BTt
readihg which strongly influence critical décision-making related to

'c-

both the téac&ing and learning of reading. Interestingly, they propose -

° .

that ‘both teaohers and learners hoid*particular and\identifiable

theoretical orientations about reading. whiqh in turn significantly effect

expectancies, goals, behavior,' and outcomes at all levels. Nt

. «

l,
Although Singer (1974) does not pxopose that tbeoretical\

rientation

is the key dimension of internal program.thrust and consistency ‘which he -
recommends be studied Harste and Burke s findings C1975) suggest that ;nﬁ?

such an exploration would be.fruitful In fact, if a school system’ had

o

B

adopted a particular inétrucﬁional program, had made  sure it Was being

implemented appropriately, and&had chosen criterion measures in accordance .
* * \ i
with the thrust of the program, Harste and Burke would argue that the

fna;iable of theoretical orientation was the key component of this thrust. :

~ e

Becduse teachers' theoretical orientation.appears “to provide A

S ! i : ) ,;
potentially valuable perspective foa,gaining additional insight into the B

W
teacher variable in the teaching of reading, ic will be#utllized as one R

basis for the analysis,. d13cussioh and interpretation of the ETS data -
on which this chapter is based., The other maJor perspective utilized to

examine the data will be~that of viewing the teach1ng of geading as a

decision-making process. : \\ .

’ V. ° \-.
« . U \ e " 4
o ' ' §
¢ L \ \ o - B
. : \ .

The Teacher of.Readzng as an Ihstruaé&onal Dectszon—Muker

o Tg a?

‘\\
This model has been discussed elsewhere (Fay, Harste, Newman, 1973) but

1",‘

for ease of reference is presented below. This model of teacher behaviqr
.y - . " . ’

R
V’ e

v

This perspective is based upon a decision—making model of teach1ng. ,;;_.y*:
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; nature),vand an znstructzonal or action phase (largely behavigral in. nature)y/S'

- actual writing. out of a

- B L .
sl o 'ﬂ ‘?‘ .
S " i

? . B
[ ],

" as it relates to réading instruction suggests that the highly visible

%mserved in a classroom, represents the tryout and .

~

process of teachlng, as
T -
4 PLACE FIGURE , 1 -ABOUT HERE
q f

A n :

This instructional plan results from a

results of an instruc&ional plan.

series of decis1ons regarding what objectives to set, what materials and -
. ,,', - . A
procedures to use, how to organize students, how much time. to allocate,

. u-‘é \
i 4

' and the like. This conceptualization divides teaching into two major

phases the per@nstructzonal or- planning phase (largely cognitlve in

]

D1viding the instructlonal act in this manner has several advantages

First, it accents the cognitiye nature of teaching. While not all which

‘happens during the preinstructional phase of teaching is cognitive (the
plan, for exanple, is behavioral), most is. The

Nonetheless, - even during instruction

reverse is true during instruction.

. teachers-must process much information and make many on-the-spot decisions.

While the instructional phase is largely behavioral, cognitive processing,

o

Cognitive processing, which characterizes both the

' must also: take place.

':t

preinstructional and‘instructional phases of teaching, has not been the’

focus of much teacher education research conducted during the 60's and 70's.

. : ° @ . ' \
Most research during this period focused upon the behavioral -dimensions of

i

‘teaching (Flanders, 1960; Rosenshine, 1971, 1974). We perceive the aspect

of our conceptualization which emphasizes the cognitive nature of teaching

as one of its ovérriding‘strengths,

4
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. A second advantage to this model is that it permlts exploration oﬁ
‘ £ |
relationships wh1ch exlst between’ plannlng 1nstruct10n and carrying out .

‘e
’ ’ ot ’ ‘. hd

instructlon. Because of‘thls feature, the model is. dlagnostlc 1n nature. ° ., - i

\
', ‘ ¢

?Py study1ng teacher hehav1or at each level dec1s1ons can be made as to,

where improvements mlght be made in’ teachlng. For example, some teachers N

~ are ‘mble to cognltlvely process 1nformat10n apprOprrgtely, but are unable

to carry out ;helr well—concelved plans in the class;oom. Other teachers o

A
' :

have d1ff1culty making approprlate dec1s1ons -and develOplng a sound
instructional plan. While both types of teachers have d1ff1cult1es _;_ . j - ;_f?f
arryingrout 1nstructron, the problems they have are quite dlfferent. 9§ |
%herefore they w1ll need dlfferent k1nds of self—help or asslstance to
N _ © A
_improve the‘effectlveness of the}r teachlng, ‘ ) - i N %

Up to this point the‘cognitive‘prqcessing dimension of‘teachiné,

which results‘in decisions on the.part?of the_teacher has only‘been -

introduced. The following definition should help to carify this dimension. oo v
. . ) . . . ¥ |

, Cognitivevprodéssing is operationallyjdefined in terms of the teaching

of reading as what the teacher "does" with informationﬂavailable‘(i.e.,
student oral reading ability, standardized test results,.observationéi C e e

, data collected on the student, student performance on workbook paged, etc.)
fo make an instructionalk dec1s10n (n €.,y what ObJECthES to set what -
mater1als to use, ~what proZedures to rollow, and how to. organlze the |
\readiﬁg program for a child). v ’ 5 T | _‘ &i

\
At the pre1nstruct10na1 level 1ns1ghts into how a teacher

2

cogn1t1vely processes 1nformat10n can be gleamed by studylng (l) what

o

goals are set for the classroom readlng prog;am, (2) what behaylors are™ “%57 g
Ve ’

: perceived as reflectlve of{"good" reading ability, (3) what prqedures,
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T 'matejhals, and'lnformation is used for instructional diagnos1s, (4) what

[

. B
Y v

T of the predominanq theoretic¢al or1entatlon toward readlﬁg instructlon held

*
.
N
w
H
e
v
. o
p——
~<

~

& 9

weigh Lng is g1ven to particular diagnostlc information, (5)}What approach
\f'ﬁ

[ and materials will bemselected and used in the prescriptive program,

» Q@ .

(6) what environment is perceived as most condus1ve to reading growth

\ . v et

' ”and (7> whak criteria'will be usedxtohdetermlne ach1evementA1n reading.

. e

LA comparable set of decision p01nts ‘are 1dentif1ab1e at the 1n9tructional

-

- phase nf tegchlng for studylng how“teachers cogn1t1vely process inf%rmation

o,

< [

while they are providing inﬁtruction., o : ! '\_; ,
- o 2T s ‘ AT
.* -'A Perspective for AnaZyaing cuif Interpreting the Data o \_ . |

v \
. . . o . Y .- \
1 ° ) - .

.~ , Given a decision-making perspective of the role of a teacher ‘of .
reading and coupling with it ‘the current;Levelzof understanding about the \

@

teacber var1able in- the teaching of reading, a schema can. be formulated \\

.
.

. 3

for analy21ng the data WhlGh have been collected on teachers in the ETS

study. The research schema is graphically presented in Figure 2 While

o _'7 o PLACE’,FI,C—'URE‘ & ABOUT HERE @» '

- 1

- - g 7
:
s ]

+the data available doesfnot make it possible»to'study all of the inter- e

relatlonsh1ps suggested by the -1 ma, it is poss1ble to look at relatlon—
] ¢ . 3 "
sh1ps such as belief patteé%s to fgoals selected along the teacher d}me s1on.

It 1s/felme;hat an analysis of this sort should lead to the 1dent1ficatlon

Y

¥, 14

by todWy s teachers of read1ng. To this end, dominant tsacher bellefs in

-

rela onsh1p to(:h:\ma;or goals teachers 1dent1fied for the1r rzadlng

% !

, v N ) : . ) . . .
program w;ll be studied. . . Do -

a
o
,
o
b
[y
.
,
5
, e
t
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'deaodtng or aktZZB orihn&;tfon toward reading instruction. ‘This orientation,

" second major orientatlon views reading as one of four functions in the
Cot . N . - .

‘resulg)hxthe dentification: of the current‘and major theoretical

_orientations to reading most likely falls. along a continuum, these

o 4 -'ll-' ‘
k. Por purposes of interpretatlon, two major orientations will be
\\ .
identified- namely a decoding or skills orientation and,'for lack of a

better term, a "whole-language orientation. While teachers é;heoretical

descriptiors have been employed to characterize fairly easily identifiable

polar positions. The first grouping oF beliefs is representative of a. .

views reading as an offshoot of language, the accomplishment.of which is

dependent chiefly upon developing end manipulating the relationship

between the sounds of language and their graphic representations. The
» ! '

total. language proceaa; It nesumoo‘not only that the rcceptive and
expressive oyetemo of language are ehared, but thut they are inter-
dependent and“lnteractive nspectn of a process. This process has as its
primary focus comprehension. " This peragﬁctive willvbe referred to as a

whole—language orientation. ‘While dittle precision can be gained

because the ﬂTS data is POOlEd, it was feft that this analysis could

orientation held by tegchérs of reading in thé United States today.

s .~

Because the purpose of this chapter is to prov}de a status report

. on today s . teacher of readlng in addltiqn to offerring an 1nterpretation

of the ETS data, Ehe chapter is organized to-serve both functions. The”

SN -~
.

next se&tion w1ll, whilexconcentrating op the status function, describe

~ -

"today“s;teacher of reading in.terms“of_key‘factors mhichlmav be related

. . . 8 ‘ . a . . . 4 .
to teacher goal selection patterns; namely,'sex,‘teaching.experience,'

. . o R N o
training, involvemenﬁ%in decision-making andxbeliefs. ‘The thiid major

.l m\\ ~ ..\ . . N

i Q‘? .
4
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» section»of this chapter will concentrate on the relationship of these

variables to the reading goals selected bj the majority of the'teachere.

'

A fourth and final section will summarize the anelysis'fqr'the pufposee.

of identifying major needs and making«recommendations.

TODAY 'S TEACHER OF READING —- AN OVERVIEW °

- . N

AN

An analysis'of the data collected by ETS suggests that'tcday's

_teacher of reaaing might, typically be‘described as d white female with

six or more years of teaching experience holding not only a regular

certification, but- reporting some training in the diagnosis 'and treatment

»

" of recding problems, and whp reportedly believes, among other things,

_that (1) mekhods are more important than either mcthod or material in

the tecaching of reading, (2) the teacher's ability is more iwmportant than
either method or material in the teaching of reading, arfd (3) in teaching
reading a Wwrong nesponse can be as usefuI as a corJEct response, With

this overview, we ‘will examine the basis of this overall picture of today?k“

teacher of reading. g
M . . : Sw

Race’” . - . ' o Y
‘ . . Pl ’
’\

‘ The finding that the’ maJority of today's teachers: of rEading are
white Caucasians is hardly surprising given the fact that any random sample

of teachers wOuld produce a 31m11ar~resu1t. However(-teachers of reading

repqrted at all grade levels (2nd 4th 6th) that most of their students

o

dwere of the same racial or® national origin as they were. ThlS finding

. suggests that in areas when there is a concentration of minority group

;
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‘pupils, there is also a concentration of minority'groub readingdtenchers.
. \ <

While this correepondence.isnxt perfect, 80 times eut of 100 this general -

trend prevails., * - e
"The trend itself 1is, of course, 'biased by the fact that the

majority'of the population of the United States is white. In fact, V&.ﬁ

*

given a high concentration'of pupils of one racial or natienal origin

.

-(76—1004), the probability of finding a white teachor in the classroom,

if the students are also white, is 95 times out of 100. Tor Blacks, -
given the same concentration, the probability of finding a'Black teacher
is 48 égmes out of 100. For'Spanish surnamed childrcn, thé'probability

is 17. times .out of lOO. For American Indian, Orientnl, ard other children
of other racial or national origins, the probability of finding a high
c}ncentration of these minority pupils in one area is so low that no

. k] .
) . AY
comparable statistiecs are available. -, ‘ .

Sex ) . . l

M ! * [

The greatest majority of elementary school teachejg in the United"

. %>States are female.” As would be expected, the lower the grade level the

1

more probable the teacher s sex will be female. If indeed Patricia Sexton

(1967) was justified in her contention that elementary,school.children‘
. . ‘
Y N i . ., .
are being "skirted to death" because of 'sustained contact with only female

teachers throughout their childhood, these data suoport her contention.
In recent years_the numbex of male elementary school teachers has increased

) partlcularly in the upper elementary school grades. But even . in the upg\r

s

elementary school grades,'the probability of having a female teacher is

almost twlce as high as having a male.tedcher.
. P A ) ) U ) LI ,
. g : . .
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The data presented in Table 1, below, illustrate the percentage

l L]

~14=

P

- .

of male and female teachers of reading at the 2nd, 4th and 6th grade levels.

" the realities of the JOb market:

y . ' . .
o - \5 -
o | TABLE 1
. TEACHER SEX BY GRADE LEVEL - o
7’ ‘ : - ) RIS ., . . .
u‘ | i . " .
o Question. What is yourISeij“‘
4\\Srade ‘ “2nd |7 4th |- 6th-
Sex Level €N=600) } (N=560) (8=424)
T ) — -
Male 0.5 | 10.2 35.4
s+ -5, |Temale 99.5 | 89.8 64,6
./ \' i - . v [4
" - - - Ci
N, , ! "_
' » - . - -
Experience . " ' o ,;/

. ! . "
Table 2.indicates'that‘approxihatel& 20 percent of today's teachers

6f'reading have at least'one,,but less tﬁan three years teaching experience;’

i

: another 20~ e}cent have three, but less than 6 years of experience; leaving

approximately 60 percent who have had six or more. years of'teaching

experience. At first glance these data may seem somewhat surprising.

’1;"

[ ‘*; ) u?l }_

Ea

-

PLACE TABLE 2 ABQUT HERE o

M 7 “ - . [a—

- > ¢ . ! / :

Upon. reflection, however, the results seem 1ogical, and probably reflect

In general, teachers appear to be holding\ B

. : A
'

onto their jobs longer, resulting in a reduction in the number of people

‘ entering the profes51on, accompanied‘by more stability within the prdfesslon.

16
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. TABLE 2

" / YI:ARS op TEACHING ‘EXPERTENCE :

~ e 4
Cr - e T L. Question:. flow many’ years of teaching experience (public:
‘ . and nonpublic), including this school year,‘
Lo Have you had? _ .

)

R = = .Grade Level | * o N
’ Years of i 2nd 4th- " - 6th .
\ . Teaching BExperience (N=601) ' (Na§60), (N=425)

i T One Year ot less ;1 8.8 8.2 . | 9.4

A
L A ]

. . .+ |More thén 1 year but ._ N ;. - ‘
o .o v less than 3- yean 9.3 10.‘7 o 14.4 R

. . : i P

- . At least 3 years but N :
“' e : : r;less than ‘6 years 19.0 - |} 20.2 18.6 -

At least 6 years but ‘ B .
*less than .10 years . 13.1 J . 17.0 17,2

]At least 10 years but . o ‘ .
less .than 20 years 28.3 I 25.4 - 23,1°

-

Twenty &Ears'or more ], 21.5 7 - 18.6 17,4




many years, including this year, have you taught in this school?" These

data again show a rboarkable amount of stability, indicating that from
- . .

40~60% of the' teacheys have at least three years'of residence in their .

current schools. Comparison of the data in Tables 2 and 3 indicates that’

18% of the, teachers at\Grade 2; 22% of the teachers at Grade 4; and 21%

¥
Al .

. ‘ }%ACF TABLE 3 ABOUT‘HERE iy

-

of the teachers’at‘Grade have recently transferred intp, or begun theiﬁ
teaching career in, their urrent position. ConVetsely, -these data suggest
that from 78 to 82%Z of the»faculty wére stable. Clearly thfs s a large
enough percentage of teachers to facilitate continuity and Consistcncy in
the reading program. However, the fact that 78—82A 2? the teachers
remained at the same school,obviously does not guarantee such continuity//v
and consistency. Further, it should be recalled that these data represent
teachers of reading as a total group. Again 1t should bg obvious ‘that
teacher turnover is very high in some schools, and very. low in ﬁth:rs.

Because of the positive rclatiOnship between. years of~experience

and effective teaching,'the data pxescnted in Table 3 indicate -- at least’
[

the potential for -- program strength as a result of relatively low turn-
ouer among teachers of readingf WBether or not consistency and continuity'
in reading programs actually occurs as a result ot@low qFacher turnover
is.obuiously not directly discernable from the data.’ ‘ /

<
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. ) ) L ' -ﬁ - v
,_ c, & . . TABLE 3 a L
- " YEARS OF TEACHING EXPERIENCE IN THIS SCHOOL :
Qﬁgscion: How many &ears. including this school year,
Have you taught in this school?
Grade Lovel . , 1R
Years in * ~ 2nd © 4th 6th |.
g this school i (N=601) (N=560) | (N=425)]. -
One Year or less . || 18.0 18.6 | 24.2
’ More than 1 year but | - '
. legs than 3 years 18.3 22,0 | 20.5
At least 3 years but , .ﬁ‘
N less than 6 years ' 27.6 26.2 25.6 b
' . ' ) At least 6 years but ; o
: less than 10 years 13.5 16.8 14.1 o
i At least 10 yearsﬁbut.- ' .
less than 20 years 18.5 13.6 ] 12.9
8 Tﬁenty years.or mQre 4.2 . 2.9 2.6
W #
. ' ~\
/ . ';
e T A '
® , v
: . - o b

-
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Training

For those whose goal it was to have a "bachelor's degree in every

classroom," 1970-71 must be recorded as the academic year in which' their
dream became a reality. Roughly 97 5 perceht of all teachers reported that
they held a bachélor's degree‘when asked, "' " at is the highest earned
college degree you hold?" Twenty percent of this group reported that

they had also earned a master's degree. While this trend is viewed as

a positive sign of academic advancement, only| a few more than half of the
respondents reported theyvhad\special training in the diagnosis and treat-z ¥§<; -
ment of reading problems at either the preserviice, inservice, or graduate’ |
lerel. |
In order~to interpret these findings it is necessary to know what
training in reading is typically provided at the baccalaureate level.
Recently Roeder, Beal, and Eller (1973) conductefl an investigation‘Which
attempted to answer .this question. They found that 80 percent of‘the
4~year colleges'and gniversities that responded tlo the survey reported that
they requited 6hiy one course in the teaching of readi ;or preservice.
teachers. Of these,. 16. 6 percent combined reading with another methods

. K
course. Approximately 3 percent of the colleges and universities surveyed

I

reported that’thky required additional courses in reading beyond the basic

course. Given both this information and the fact that most teachers haVe

El o

arned a baccalaureate degree, it can be concluded that, while teacherxs:

of reading have received some”specialized traininé, that training is

minimal.

20
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In the brochure, PPofessional Preparation gn_Reading’for Classroom

Teachers: Minimum Standards, the ProfesSional Standards and Ethics - |

Committee of the Internmational Reading Association recommends the following

‘academic training for elementary school teachers: ' o »
* A minimum of six semester hours, or the equivalent, in an
accreditéd reading course or courses. :
-One or more courses for elementary teachers covering -
each of the following areas: .
( . y . .
General Background | 4 , : o ~
, , The nature of language . . e
R Psychology of the reading prOcess /
. : . Interrelationship of activities and outcomes in.the
"four language arts
.o Nature and scope of the reading program:

[ P

Reading Skills and Abi{ities .

o Prereading readiness apilities e .
- Readiness for reading at any lével / .
' . Word recggnit:ion skills (including word analysis)
L Vocabulary development : .
Reading comprehension abilities, includin critical reading %?Mb&%
, Interpretive oral reading ' S

: Diagnosis and Remedial Teaching
Techniques for evaluation of progress /

Difficulties frequently experienced by
) to read Wi

. Diagnostic te hni es that can be usec
+ Differentiat Eginstruction to fi%, ndividual capabilities

Corrective m Fhodqﬁﬁor use in the cl

' Organization/ of the Reading Program / : : ——
Classroom organization for reading '
Varied. aperaches tg _reading instrugtion
Planning a reading -1%son - - _/ '
< . I« .
Materials :
- Knowledge and use of basic and su lementary matérials
of instfuction -
Selection of suitable reading matgrials
- Knowledge of children's literatuje .

: Application of Reading Skills '
.» ' . Skills needed for reading in cogtent flelds
: : Qualities to be appreciated in iterature A . .
Fostering lifetime use of read ing ' ' , SRR

! .. ' "
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Involvément in Decision-Making N
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Given this delipeation of minimum standards, it is\reasonable to

conclude on the basis of the ETS data that today's teachers\éf reading
have not met these standards for training. _ : '\\

. S - AN
~ E

Teachers were asked, "Compared with other elementary schools in
your district or community, how satisfied are you with respect to the
following things: .physical facilities, faculty, abilitv of the student

-

body, attitudes of student body, administration, and the overall v

philosophy of education?" Their responses on the average ranged from

-

moderately satisfied (physical facilities, ability of student body,
attitude of student body, and overal philosphy) to highly satisfied
(faculty). ,They wete amhiguous in their satisfaction with administrators,

This apparent ambiguity can be explained in part by other data collected

%

in the study. These data’ suggest teachers often do not take part in

key decisions_which effect them. For example 51—56/ of the teachers at

o

-various grade levels reported they were assigned -to teach in the school

C e %

where they were presently teachlng, 64-67/ reported they were assigned ‘to
teach the class they were currently 1nstructing, 52% of-the teachers
perceived the administration to be moderately or not at all responsive to

the idea of seeklng remedlal help for ‘their students, and 58-617% felt the

administration was at best moderately responsive to ‘changes in the

-

i
Clearly these are decisrons in which teachers should be involved

if they are to assume a signlficant role in curricular decision—maklng. °.

B
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While these‘data suggest that typically AO—ABi of the'teachers had their

decisions supported by the adminlstration, 52— 60% reportedly did not. . lfﬂf;
"Although there may be a trend to give teachers inkreas1ng reSponslbllity A

for curricular decisions, these data suggest there is considerable room

for progress. in this regard. It is ‘our belief that the profess1onallsm

.k'of classroom teachers is undermined when they.do not have a significant .
role in'decision—making which directly effects instruction.

.

Beliefs - DI - L

. : . o . 4
: | .
%

An analxsis*of/teacher response patterns to a series of general
questions about the~teaching of reading clearly indicate teachers almost \\

., univerSally accept the notion tha..t the teacher var1able is the most L
important variable in the tea%&gng“of reading. Using the criterion of S -;”

. 2

70 percent of the-teachers in~agreement,.teachers'overwhelmingly agreed -
with the following Statements | L . \§> v‘ " o
4 . ' —~
(1) ~Methods aré more important than materials in the teaching
of reading. ° :

o k/’ (2) The teacher's ability is more 1mportant than either method
e N or materials. in ,the teaching of reading.

o

T s
. (3) In teaching reading a wrong response can be as useful as
- ) a correct response., ’
v f fl . These results suggest a rather definite pattern of bellefs about
- - the teaching of reading in general. " The universal acceptance of the ¢
\..:'"- s 4

% ' importance of the teacher variable in the teaching of reading. clearly

_ ' -speaks to the urgent need for better understandlng of this variable.
T Lo . L":“
Further data regarding the teacher s belief system was collegted

1

o g - by asking J1:hem about bellefs regarding the teachlng of reading to disadvantaged

* . i *
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RN

ERIC:

Aruntoxt provided by Eic:

£

children. The following statements were chosen by 70% or more of teachers

WG » . © , . ' Ve

- ~ . ’ - ) o .
at each.grade level: , . . . \ .
N . . B @ - N L

a B . ‘\

(1) Disad taged chlldren have more trouble learnlng to read '\

N f'ga .

LRI than advantaged chlldren. L ; T l" .:f T

R
o o

(2) Dlsadvantaged chlldren have dlfferent llngulst;c experlences

than advantaged chlldren. T Coale
) N - ’

3) D;sadvantaged chlidren are d1sadvantagcd marnly in that they
)

»

’ , I°d
. .

L children have., o

(4)"Learn1ng to. verballze tthghts is part1cularly 1mportant for

.

"

d1sadvantaged children. B ' h 4. " BN
(5) These children do not want to learn.- -

(6) - The puplls want to learn, but do. nqt have t&L right background

Tal . ". : 1 N [ . o
- : .
"

_for school work. "? 7<._:'. o O
"(7) Improving the'student'siselffimage asla.learner is particularly
important for disadvantaged‘children. S | |
: . - » .
Taken in their entirety, agreemert witj these.statements suggeg%s
that today's teacher of readingois aware of both'the‘linguistlc‘and L

- B N . -

<

LN = . . L .
cognitive dimensions of the reading process. Collectively these responses

{
suggest a fundamental bellef about readlng* The' more the 1anguage‘and the ,

)
v

thought patterns of the reader reflect those of the author* the more 14 kely
it is that the pupll will experience success in readlng. In general,p

<

teachers agree Wlth the stat\ment that d1sadvantaged chlldren ‘have

dlfflculty learnlng to read. They also agree w1th other statements wh1ch

suggest that pupils have’ th1s dlfflculty because they do not have an

4

R

appropriate_baokground for the.school experience, The}r agreement with -

Sla - A,
* . L
’

.do not have the foundatlon of concepts that advantaged T : g

.

—




: other statements suggests that teachers percelve this d1fference 1n ,; N

background to be the result’ of differences in langqage ?hought and -

. mot1vatlon.- It 1s poss1ble that these ooncerns are -the result of an

| B . LN ‘o »

» overemphas1s in the teach1ng of read1ng on Zanguage productzon rather
| <

than Zanguage cOmpetency. The, distinction here. 1s an’ 1mportant one,
for as Goodman (1973) has shown, d1sadyantaged chll&ren often can e

understand Standard Engllsh (he ref%Fs to th1s as. receptlve control"),
F . C .+ but yet not"neCessarily be'able to speak.or pronounce wordsv1n thi's

[
. . N o A 1} . . 0
. . (S ;

Sy dlalect (lan@uage productlon) The concerns expressed by teachers
through their selectlon of bellefs suggESt that they may be over—

emphas121ng thy productlon of "Standard Engllsh."_ In the case of

"

e T e read/ngtorall ) fo example, thlS may mean that teachers who hold h
. . ) . . / .

\\. these bei’:Lefs 1ns:|_st that a .child produce exactlz what the pr1nted

N . A ®y

-

page says. regardless of. whether what the Chlld Says means the same\

thing or not. In contrast, teachers stressing language_competency rather

'§ '_‘ than language‘productionjw?uld-he more cogcerned“with whetherSor'not‘tﬂe7o
child got the~author's message or comprehended what was-read'andﬁwould'_f

deemphas1ze’many phonblog;cal m0rpholog1cal and syntaxlcal descreptancles

. whlch ex1sted between the response given and the response expected when the‘
il . , child, read An émphas1s on language productlon,.as oppos;d "to language

A competency, 1n\short dbes expla1n the. serles of bel:efs wh;ch were‘ H.; v

. selected by the maJorlty ‘of toddy s teachers of read1ng. 'Ii this is

” o . ™\

e - truely the dom1nant emphas1s of reading programs in the Un1techtates, e

this fact should be conflrmed by teachers ch01ce of goals for the

#*

3 - classroom reading program. o L o B
- o b . - _ ¢ o : . . T

. . “ 2 R e . ;
. . . ) .
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" ., TODAY'S TEACHER OF READING - A CLOSER Vl‘EW T
. » 3 \)." u‘ ".— ' \ ' . ' © 9 : . L :‘ .

v - a .
. . . B L. . AN

v It is the intentlof this sectlon ta enplore those factors wh1ch T fiy/"ffb

- \

appearlto-be related to ‘the overall pattern of’ goals selected by teachers B ?

ol ) A Y \'UA‘. N
e - of re\ding for their classroom reading program: For thlskqurposé each. agf

- major factor - Sex, teachlng eXperlence, 1nvolvement in dec1s1on-making,

. v /
< . tralning, and beliefs - will be ex?mined in relationshlp ‘to the goals.

.
-

Selected. o & ." . N
' - 'v e .‘év-."\.v . l - . . ! . . : g .
: " Goals Selectedsfor Qhe'CZassrooﬁ@ aading Program =~ °0 v T
. ) . . I N LA . . ] et M ] ‘;’g LI o 3 B g vf
\_ -.\,:) RN ) /[ .. » . : ;,mr. -
o o Teachers were asked o questxons¢ "How would youi¥ate

R

[

following nctiv1tieSu1n terms of importance ‘to you /jgoals in your curreﬁt

pLAma .

.Ff;;ical pUpil in your B

o

A goal was consxdered torbe of majox'

LR indicate the major goals sel’cxed
. oo v

w5

vr'»‘ ._' . importance if it was idenﬁﬁfled by at least 70 percent &f the teachers as

i ’ortance 1n'their-program. A criterion of 50 pertent

- ’ 4 ¢

eateachers was established to 1dentify«those activ1tihs which
. g

7 =

1ns€ructlonal period.~ Using the above cr1ter1a the follow1ng goals were ' ,

o e identified ds being most important. oL 'jr.*’; R o

’ g sy " [ . . . S

- (l) Developing sight vocabulary (whole word recognition)

f‘f.fhsj' F‘f"h . (2) Learning word meanings (vocagklﬁry) ';; ;'3_A RO
N - y X ‘ S _

IR ' (3) Phonic. and/or structural ana1y91$

ol

(h)f'Réading silently (independent.Silenh.¢géf£?§);
. . . .- ) ¥ ‘ ! : v
re . 3 " . "L - . , . .,

v

* ’ | ; ..L L \' ‘ ' - a, ! " ;t,\, v

Ty
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?\. Taken as a who%ﬁh thisflist of najor gohls suggests that‘mosta, ¢
| classroom teachers of'readi%g Yiew'readingzas'a precise process. This
view of reading often implies that the‘nost.appropriate criteria to .

judge -a student~s reading ability would be the accuracy with which s/heA

was agle to pronounce words. Primary importance iSLplaced on word .
"\

- ~recognition and word analysis strategies involving the scrutiny of letters,

letter patterns, and words. Teachers\ choice of the goal "silent reading

/
_ may be indicative of a perception that the act of sileny/reading sexrves
Co v L I .

as a means of practice and reiriforcement of the other goalsﬂwhich were
‘ o . R U .
selected. ' If this interpretation 1s accurate, it suggests that the majority

-

© of today's teachers of reading have a decoding or skills orientation to\ .
reading. 'Primary'importance'is placed on the word analysis skills and.

'avocabulary developnent.in the belief that reading is ‘largely a decoding

and.word‘recognition process., @Teachers/holding this-orientationftypically_%.

| believe that‘gith recognition of individual words will come comprehenéion

- - -

of a sentence, paragraph, or longer section of text.

While the above'explanation seems the most reasonable given the
patterns of goals selected by teachers, it might also be argued that the
goals selected refect a whole—language orientation to reading. 1f’ the
goals selected by meachérs did indeed reflect,a whole-language orientation

toward reading, ie 1s likely that the goal of reading silently ‘would have

&

H

L4

received a higher priority than whole word recognition, vocabulary develop-.

/

ment, and phonetic and structural analysis. And, while 'these latter goals /
"would still be expected to receive a high priority, it could be expected

that less instructional time would be spent on them than on'reading

silently. This interpretation is based on the expectation that teachers

° 1

. . .
FUR : ':3;
.
. g
g .
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*holding a whole~language orientation toward reading believe that the

emphasis in teaching reading must be centered on the fact that reading
-3

K4 J . ©

is fifst and foremost a meaning-getting procesr;\_WQrd analysis skills

" and vocabulary development, while not unimportant,‘are presented by

teachers holding this orientat on in.such a way so that they.are . .
i ' :

subordinate'to reading as a m aning~getting process. If a teacher s
Y

view of reading wete inclined toward the whole—language perspective,.

"- )

it would follow that the goals of “Reading Silently,“ “Being read toy"
L
“Reading for Enjoyment, “Enriching Cultural Background, " and/or ‘ L

"Creative Writing,' would ,have received a higher priority rating than wq@

evident in the ETS data Since these latter goals were notwselected as

being rost important, it appears that the majority of today's teachers

of reading hold a decodidg or skills orientation to the teaching of reading.

v

It will be the,purpose of the next gection to explore: what variables -

LI ~

sex, teaching experience, training, involvement in decisipn—making and/or

beliefs - seem related to the major goals selected by classroom teachers

-

for their\réading_program.‘

t e -
L)

‘Goals Selected in Relationship to Overview Teachey Variables

PO
R L
¥
R
L[4

In order to study:the-relationship hetween“the goals selected by

classroom teachers for their reading program, a series of statistical

‘c¢omparisions (t tests) weré made between each goalvselected'and each of

. o .
the status variables identified earlier - sex, teaching experience,
training, involvement in decision-making, and beleifs.

A%
x

e ‘-




ey

-27- e :

.

An analysis of these data suggest that statistically significant
(p.: 05) relationships exist between several of these variables and the
claBsroomﬁteachers‘*fhoice of reading goals. - These variables are listed

M
below in the order of their strength of relationship to the major goals

selected: : . . ) '

7 ) ) ' v .
- (1) . Beliefs About Reading ' .

, . €2) Beliefs About Disadvantaged Pupils
- ) - =
(3) Teaching Experience
o | | : ¢
-(4) Training. ’

One conclusion which could be drawn from these data is that teacher

~

beliefs, taken collectively, are a major variable in understanding

today's teacher of reading and reading instruction as it is generally
L) A ) Cm

conducted in the United States. The data appear to support the notion

_that teachex's theoretical orientation is a variable worthy of continued

exploration by the reading profession.

. In order to further discuss and interpret these data, if/is
necessary to recall from previous analyses that teacher beliefs about
disadvantaged ch11dren and the major goals they select for their classroom
reading program generally rEflect a theoreftical orientation that has been
termed a’'decoding or skills orientation to reading. Given this perspective,

. ; P

it can be,said that "teaching experience" showed a significant relationship
with three of the fdéur najor goals’identifigd by teachers,as:those children /k
spent the most‘time on during reading instruction. Further these data

Q

show that theibnger the teacher has been teaching, the greatef the likelihood

that s/he will select as major goals those which are associated w1th a ol

decoding, or skills orientation. Similarly, "training" shoWs a significant

o}
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V ‘._‘ ( ’ relationship:with the classroom teacher's choice of these goals as, . o

. . . ]

) primary ones for her‘classroom reading program.' bpecifically these data .
o . [ coE .

show that with.training in the'diagnosis'and treatment_ofAreading

ry *

problems, the likelihood of the teacher selecting decoding or skills

orlented goals for her classroom reading program increases significantly.

Lt appears, then, that with increased experience and with. increased

*

training, the likelihood of a teacher developing a decoding or skills

orientation to reading instruction increases. Further analysisaof these

.

variables across all possible’ goal categories indicates that expe%ience

'has the effect of increasing the teacher s ability to operationalize this;.

A C oyt

decoding orienation, that isy, with experience teacheri seem to devote
N ‘more instructional time working toward the mastery of t%ese goals and,
- . . }, consequently, they become more effective in }promoting these goals. )
| Training, on the other *hand, does .not appear to "insure that the teacher\"

0

. will have children spend more- of 'their instructional time‘on.decoding or '

.
. 7 :

skill oriented goals,.but only that s/he believes them to be most important.

ra

In this regard, the data show that with increased training in diagnosis,
a X
teacher selection of goal choices is much expanded. In terms of what

goals chlldren spent most of their time on in the classroom, training
G

shows a signifiy(\l relationship to. "Phonic and/or: Structural Analys1s
and "Developing Visyal Discrimiﬂation. Taken\collectively, these choices

3

suggest ‘that, in general, "training" does much to ‘further reinforce a

1S

e ’ $
decoding or skills orientation to reading. At the same time, the data

i ' also indicates _that "training" results in tedchers being able to deal
o . , with and/or accept other orientation to reading, at least at a cognitive_'
j . _ .‘!awareness level. , . ' , _ i . )
‘ . ' ‘ ’ . " ) . W . . ) ; I. ! ’ . v

< : S \ e o o
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et ~+ '"Sex" of the teacher showed a»significdét/relationship to only one -
[ . L8 N .

D -of the major goals~ namely,‘“DeVeloping sight vocabuldry. "InVOlvement

. L

“in Deciaion—Making showed no realationship to any of the major reading . o~

ot .
goals selected by teachers. Because both "Sex" and “InvolVement in o

Docinn-Mﬂklng' nhnwod no rclnLioth]p to any of the other goals listed,

Lltege varlable appeat Lu be less worthy of study than are the variables & T

of beliefs training,'and experience. ‘ . oo I ' ;}djgi.
0 While there may ‘be several explanation for the saliency of the‘ ..:;‘ "'F .
* yariables of beliefs, training, and experience, we hypothesize that they } ;:
. : a are interrelated at both a theoretical and practical level, Earlier.
we have stated that the major beliefs held by classroom teachers appear
to’ reflect a decoding, or skills orientation to reading. To.a certain : .
, ! _ "
.’ Extent, the concept of diagnostic-prescrlptive teaching as it is /
EA . frequently operationalized reflects this orientation.v ln generab
", "diagnosis" has been interpreted by the profession largely as an effort ,
W to find out what specific skills a chlld has failed,to master: ,&he ‘e

PV ssumption is that once these skills are identified, teaching them will

4

move the{child ahead. Permeating this notion is the belief that reading e
is a hierarchical skills, process. If one«accepts a sRills hierarchy ) ' éfx
model of reading,’it is‘logiCal to assume mastery of lower order skllls
is necessary for mastery of higher order skills. To the exfong that ' -
o courses in the dimgnosis and - teatment of reading problems reflect. this f-_
model, the notion that reading is a decodlng or skills process is |

perpetuated. The reader should note, however, that diagnostic instruction .

and a skills orientatlon to*read1ng are not necessarily synonymous. ather,

~

7;.‘:,@' ) the general prevailing trend is one that makes them app%ar to be ; N

i
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synonymous., This id understandable, given the fact that the bulk of

+ ..diagnostic rending”%eata, as well as the workbpoks and "drill" material

."used rending progrnms,‘support and pérpetuate awdecoding or

[
’ -

(3 -
. 4l

skills orientqpion to reading instruction.. .

Similarly, the faét that experience and a decoding orientntion to

' .

i

rending are relnted/}s understandable if one .accepts the fact that.the
( b 7
7O\
longer the fencher h%lds her position, the greater the, possibilicyrahe

-

s

will develop.a decoding nnd/or skills orienntion to rending. This is-
plnusib&evfor a number of réasons. Pirst, the longer she teaches. the
greater the teachefs exposure to published reading materials. Since

most published materials reflect a ‘gkills OF decoding appronch to reading

instruction, the greater the exposure to this orientation increases the
possibility of adoption by the teacher. Second, to the extent_that a

"skills orientation ‘to reading is perpetuated by the recent emphasis on

+

accountability (in that it makes this concept manageable), forces
external to the school's reading program will influence teachérs to hold

this orientation. This.is especially‘true of most state curriculum guides

® .

in reading,fas well as most'special program for which funding is avallable -

‘ . R . I . .
from the federal’ government. Their emphasis on-accountability, we belleve,

\'t;? " . *
encourages a simplistic skills definition of.reading., S
¢ : R f b

While there are. obvfously other explanation and interrelationships

' between these var1ables and their support of a decoding or skills orientation
to reading, the point semains that these explanations are really conJecture

and ought to be: viewed as hypotheses in need of: further study- by ‘the

profession. The concluslon that classroom.teachers,hold a dominant decoding

A

L
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. . ; .

or skills orientiation townrd the teaching of rending, and that this view

is being supportod by both experience and trnining, holds several

implications for the profession in te¢rms of what ought to be done. 'Thig

is the subject‘of the final sectiom. . | |

: ¥
. TOMORROW'S TEACHER OF READING ~ ..

»IMPLICATIONS AND DIRECTIONS
The data ahd interpretations presented in this chapter provide
extensive implications for the profession, which should receive thorough

Al

consideration.

7

For Classroom Teachers ' ‘ r

This research, like other résearch before it,‘continues to accent

the importance of the teacher. variable in the teaching of reading. Unlike

" previous writings, this chapter identifiles a dimension of this variable

- which appears highly related to reading instruction, namely,-the téachéy's
theoretical orientation. The data analyzed‘in this chapter suggeSt that

" the predominant theoretical orientation toward reading held %*,today 8

teachers of reading is a decoding or skills orientation. "To the extent

H 7* .

4
\‘rq

that a decoding or skills orientation to reading violates what th
/ a

'profession has ledrned about language, how language operateé, and*dts
implication for the teaching of reading, we have every reason to be
concerned. If reading is indeed a less precise process than it was

once believed ‘to be, and as s Smith (1971, 1974), Goodman (1967, 1973),

Burke (1972), Pearson (1975) ‘and a growing number of other researchers

i
&
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maintain, then the dominance of a decodingbor gkills orientation towa

reading may be a contributing factor to the so-called "reading problem

A
v

in the United States.

Clearly, teachers need to become informed of alternative orientatiiorts,

to the teaching of reading. Teacher trainers and the(ptofessional -
associations should be concerned about the 1initéd view of reading held
bf most teachers and should ppovide opportunities for‘training, research -
i_and discussion about other alternative perspectiJes. Insexvice teachers
need to read widely, request inseryice programs, and be’ receptive to
alternative views of reading. In the final analysﬂs, teaching reading

must rest upon a theogetical orientation. While many teachers may

| understandably reactihy saying, "I push noparticular approach to reading,"
the fact remains that yhile this nay be denied, teacher-behavior in:

,tErms of the goals they accent reflect a particular orientation to reading.
Theory cannot be divorctd from practice. It behoves every teacher to'ﬁecome
informed in order to conscientiously choose approaches to reading, and
in order to make intelligent instructional decisions. The teaching Qf,
reading requires an.undérstanding of the theoretical aspects of.reading
which then becomes the basis tor practical considerations. |

T
L

For Administrators (

If, as has been suggested, the decoding or skills orientation to

reading is so well entrenched (held by more than 70% of today s classroom .

teachers of reading) and is being supported by educational publishers,'

t

Astate departments of public instruction, the federal’ goyernment with its
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‘emphasis on accountability, apd, advarced trfjining in reading, then we

must be concerned with the question of how

[

@ can encourage the utilization

.

of approaches to reading reflecting other tﬁ~oretical orlenations. - This,

needless to sdy, will not be an easy task. |fiven the ever-growing
. 'stabllity of the profession, and the fact thit stability comes in the
. . i < .

form of experience, a new focus on inservice ducation seems crucial.

The earlier method of inviting a reading expery in for a speech or 'one

shot" stand will continue to prove inadequate. Well planned, well-

coordinated, and prolonged inservice programs are\necessary. Such a e
- . : P : e

program should have as its first priority‘familiarizing regular classroom

teachers with alternative models for teaching reading. Once this foundatiam

-

!

has been established, inservice workshops designed to help teachers deve:

‘ support materials for these’ alternate approaches would appear necessary

givén the fact that most of the materials currently on the market will
not be supportive of other than a skills orientation. ’

4

It 1s recommended that admin}strators and_thbéé'{h charge of establish-

-

ing gnd;haintainfhg school reading programs seriously question the account- ’

e
et

abilityimovement in teading as it is currEgtly interpreted. Clearly,

i
lgdminiétrators must make this and other efforts to establish an environment
which is_supporgive of the .adoption and implementation of reading programs
based on altgrnative,orientations to reading.\'“
] C

S —_ 4
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. For Teacher Trainers BT ) . —

-

We would be indéed remiss if we did not make a special effort to

athers

\

, , -\
' . - point out the implications of thisasdata for teacher ‘training and for




R

&
% - -
.~/ involved in the preparation of classroom teachers. First, alternate
/ 4 theoretical orientations to reading must be presented in such a. form 80"
w . ~N

- that preservice and inservice teachers can not only understand but also

,// apply these orientations in the classroom. Methods classes must be much

Ki k2

more than a smorgasbord of techniques. Theory must be presented so that'

’

teachers can knowledgeahly make instructional decisigns throughout their
S - professional 1ife. The data presented in this chapter suggest that with

0 advanced training teachers can cognitively deal with andVor accent goals

~

. ' | reflecting alternative views of the reading process.' Yet, the fact.,

remains that these ~same teachers were apparently unable to operationalize
i . .

* ' these belilefs in their classrooms. A supervised field practic

correlated to all coursework-—including advanced work-+1s suggested. ;
. ~ the nature of the world in which teachers live, it is suggested that the

focus of advanced work be on alternative orientations--other than only a

-

decoding or skills orientation--to the teaching of reading. The assump-

tion being that theocurrent environment will do enough to support the
. decoding or skills orientation to reading instruction.\

Given the fact that only one third of this national sample met the

minimum standards of preparation for classroom teachers of read1ng, a*

direct and concerted effort should be made td add additional work in reading

[~3

to the teacher certification requiremesgs of the state.: As recently as

-1972, only 3 per cent of the institutions preparing classroom teachers

met'thls requirement. One 1nterpretation of this finding is that profeSsors

G : of reading have failed to provide the leadership necessary at the state : A
’ ‘ ' level to gét this s1tuation changed. It is our recommendation that every 4 .
_' ‘ : . effort be taken :mmediately to get certification patterns in line with/I .




,tions least Well served by our schools haVe even a bigger task ahead of

5

Ca3s- T o T

‘. ., . . N . v .,--—"‘,' -~ . : : ) " ’ ‘ .
minimum standards. . It -should be remembered that-even these are minimal

and, so some contend, even inadequate (Johnson, 1972; Mavrogenes, i975).

-Teacher e%ainers involved:in the pmeparation of teachers for’@Opula-,

them. The data presented here suggest that teacher beliefs about ’ . . .

'disadvantaged children are of questionable validity. If one assumes that

*.

roughly 85 per cent of the children learn how to read, probably. in spite

of the methods we use-—and that this trend prevails (Farr, Tuinman, Rowls,

-

1974) despite our, recent efforts-—then the current clamor in reading is' e
an effort to - help the other lS per cent of our population ‘learn how to- |

read ’This data suggest “that one explanation of why we haven't _been more
successful is because we have continued to promote a decoding approach ton
reading. jSpecial.reading programs»are rarely special. What:we_have-'
tended to,do is simplvfrepackage the same approach, deceivingL%urselves;
into thinking that we Were doing SOmething different. The child-coming

into these program has’ already failed us1ng a skill approach. Rather than

provide him with truly alternatlve approaches to read1ng--despite their’

&K‘ I ]

’ labels—-we have given him more'of the same. Teachers working with children .

/

wha,are dispbled readers must be'especially well tralned. For these;

’ teachers, %raining thathgoes beyond the minimum standards ‘is advised.

¢
B
1
-

For Researchers .

. . ; L )
. . . . . ) . :
. . . . S . n
' R ik R R .
Cow

The data presented here, iﬂ-many respects, @ose moyxe questions than !

are answered. The data suggest that the dimension of theOretical orienta—g N

‘e »,

tion within the teachermvariable merits much exploration. FollOW1ng are“‘

4

several questions which'might be-addressed by ‘future research: .

t

[ Y
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A \\\ o ' 1)»fWhat is the alignment, of vaiiqﬁs beliefs to various theoretical S
. ~ orietitations? - o
v ) P » ’ . y N | . T
' - . 2) What information-processing variables-best .lehd themselves to o
1 ' o - t o
the exploration of theoretical orientation? = I R R
3) What are the'relationshipsbbetWeén teacher behavior during the T*f
preirstructional and the instrﬁétional phases?
. . b <! 'Y
i : K , i )
_ '4) ~How does teacher behavior differ by theoretical orientation
=S e . . : N
at each of these levels?
E Lo ; v 5) What factors facilitate and/or inhibitvteachgrs from imple~
menting,their-beliefs in the classroom? _
6) What is the relationship between various measures pf pupil T f}
™ .~ ‘outcomes and theoretical orientation?
. . ‘ ,7)‘\ What effect. do congruent and dis,;c;repént theoré_t_:ical orientafione:.,?
. ' on the part of students and téachers, have on learningf .
8) 'What effect do cbﬁgruent and discrepant theoretical orientations, R
on the part of students and tEAchers, have on instruction? =
9) If only one major qrientgtiéh'iskrefecﬁed in reading mate}iéls -
. - - . ) . . .
despite their names_f_what'implication does 'this have for
L ' .' ‘ o conclusions reached by othéf‘researchers, i.e., Bond and Dykstra,
; . / . Chall, etc.? ‘
. : ‘ _ ) .
. . ) . E ) . 0.
For Publishers - : R .
We feel compelled tb strqhgly recommend that the educational
. pubiishers'reﬁiewftheir policy of supﬁorting a particular model of reading.
- . . Given the fact that 703 or more of today's classr‘o‘o‘fii teachers hold a -
. décoding or skills:orientation to reading, and are,probably prone to. .
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. " o “o'rder materials orefle'cting this’ orientation, the ﬁublifshers inSistenc'e ST

8 . . LI
- o .

on publishing such materials, from an economic viewpoint seems Justi—‘;

e _ fiable., We personally hold little hope for changing the publishing

'industfy. Publishers will publish other types of’ materials, we believe h

¢ when teachers sshow through their.materials-ord&rs that they1want them. . .

» ' ~* For State and Federal "Agency Pevsonnel R T
B EREEa i - o g» . “‘..:-.v L E L B e
‘ Every effort should be made, we beliéve,. to\insure”immediat?],

-

. o ‘ fg L S “ ) _
, implementation-of IRA minimum standards of teacher pfteparation in reading. . -
- 4’"-:'. ‘ . N . '

This’ is clearly a first priority order of business. ot Ly,

Lo . o - "e_/

Po@icies which in~effect emphasize a decoding or skills orientation

\ -

to reading should be immediately reviewed and adJusted The programs

» ' ' : deslgned to help children least well served when tl/d to the notion of

.'str1ct accountability, may lead school personnel tg//perationalize e N
_inappropriate programs for these children., This is not to discourage
3 . h» ~
S o -accountability, for the problem is not here. Rather,~the groblem 1lies
R » {\,.; "

withﬂthe cr1ter1a upon which reading achievement is based.f We recommend S

t.-' .. -

this criteria be more reading—like rather ‘than based upon the mastery of C

- skills which rccentoresearch suggests may or may noi'pe rélated to f“%
) ‘ . . v ..‘ : . : ';f‘,\: i Ce

reading. . . e _ S . 'M’“v ' .t

Support for schools in their efforts to implement inervice

* . . . \ ey I3 . . L
programg of a much more extensive nature‘than hasageeﬁ customaryxseems

8 . " L+

necessary. Slmllarly, mon;es to stimulate further research of the

g ,fheoretical orientat;on diménsion of the teacher variable ought to be

- endouraged.
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For Everyone : o , R °L )
' ’. N _'[ . .'-—\ N - ) \‘
irhere hav)e beep two" ﬁindings in readin‘g research which we havg " ,
a]ﬁays found somewhat obscure: 1) the notion. that soc¢ioeconomic status nLe -
is related to reading and 2) *the supremacy of the teacher variable in- R
.- y ..’
teaching reading. Both of these ‘findings, while important, have caused o
' r N . Tg.
some frustration because one never ﬂnoWs un!t:e ,what to do- with them. ’Ihe . N
data and 1nterpretations prO\Eded' in thlS chapter have attempted ~to oo AP
establish one JMQ@sion of th&:ﬁ‘eacher variable WOrthy of, pursuit by the '
[ ~e ' '
'profession. Thi-s should be,encouraglng. While the task is i.tnmense,m a
. N
havmg some (direction shquld make the trip not’ only smoother bui: more B
(4 ] / . . ) Pl . , N
'important],y, profitable., . e C. . .
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